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ST A TEMENT OI~ THE CASE 
A. NATURE OF THE CASE: 
The Respondent adopts Appellant's procedural Nature of the case. 
B. COURSE OF IlROCEEDINGS: The following is the Idaho Repository for this case. 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, et al. 
Case: CV -2009-0010686 Filed: 12/22/2009 Subtype: Domestic Relations 
.Judge: Scott Wayman Status: Reopened 1011612012 
Defendants: Mountain Health Care Inc. 
Mountain Health Services PC Reed, Scott A very 
Plaintiffs: Reed, Stephanie K 
Other Parties: Miller, P J 
12/22/2009 New Case Filed - Domestic Relations 
12/22/2009 Filing: B 1 - Divorce Paid by: Graham, Suzanna L. (attorney for Reed, 
Stephanie) Receipt number: 0880240 Dated: 12/22/2009 Amount: $129.00 (Check) For: Reed, 
Stephanie (plaintiff) 
12/22/2009 Summons Issued 
12/22/2009 Family Law Information Sheet 
12/22/2009 Joint Preliminary Injunction 
12/28/2009 Acceptance Of Service 
12/28/2009 Acceptance Of Service 
12/30/2009 Notice Of Service 
12/31/2009 Fi ling: T 1 - Initial Appearance by persons other than the plaintiff or petitioner 
Paid by: Palmer 1 George Receipt number: 0881022 Dated: 12/31/2009 Amount: $58.00 (Check) 
For: Reed, Scott Avery (defendant) 
12/3112009 Notice Of Appearance-Michael G Palmer On Behalf of Defendant 
01106/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Temporary Orders 02112/20] 0 01 :30 PM) 1 
112 Hr. Palmer 
01/07/20] 0 Defendant's Motion For Temporary Orders 
01/0712010 Notice 0 f Service Of Defendant's First Set 0 fInterrogatories And Requests 
For Production Of Documents 
01/07/2010 Notice Of Hearing on 0211211 0 at 1 :30 PM RE Motion to Appoint Guardian 
and Temporary Orders 
0] 107/2010 Answer To Divorce Complaint And Counterclaim 
0110712010 Motion To Appoint Guardian Ad Litem 
01112/2010 I-learing Scheduled (Motion 02/12/2010 01:30 PM) 10 Min. Graham 
Objection to Motion for Temp Orders 
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01112/2010 Objection to Defendant's Motion for Temporary Orders and Notice of 
Hearing 
01120/2010 I-Iearing Scheduled (Status Conference 02/12/2010 01:30 PM) 
01/20/2010 Notice of Hearing 
01120/2010 Order to Attend Focus on the Children Workshop and File Parenting Plan 
0112112010 Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Answers And Responses To Plaintiff's First 
Set Oflnterrogatories And Requests For Production Of Documents 
01126/2010 Motion for Mental Health Evaluations 
01126/2010 Notice Of Hearing 
01/28/2010 Answer To Counterclaim 
02/01/2010 Notice Of Service--Michael Palmer--211/20 
02/04/2010 Miscellaneous Payment: Parenting Class Fee Paid by: Reed, Stephanie K 
Receipt number: 0005014 Dated: 2/4/2010 Amount: $20.00 (Check) 
02/05/2010 Stipulation To entry Of Order Appointing Guardian Ad Lite, And Order For 
Psychological/Mental Health Evaluations 
02/11/2010 Miscellaneous Payment: Parenting Class Fee Paid by: Scott Reed Receipt 
number: 0006347 Dated: 2111/2010 Amount: $20.00 (Cash) 
02112/2010 Hearing result for Status Conference held on 02112/201001 :30 PM: I-Iearing 
Held - Stipulations submitted 
02112/20 10 I-fearing result for Motion for Temporary Orders held on 02/12/201001 :30 
PM: I-Tearing Vacated 1 112 I-Ir. Palmer 
02/12/20 10 Hearing result for Motion held on 02/12/201001 :30 PM: Hearing Vacated 10 
Min. Graham Objection to Motion for Temp Orders 
02112/2010 Certificate Of Completion Scott A Reed 
02112/2010 Certificate Of Completion Stephanie M Reed 
02116/20 10 Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem 
02/16/2010 Order for Psychological/Mental Health Evaluations 
02116/2010 Notice Of Service 
02/24/2010 Notice Of Service 
0311112010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/08/2010 03:00 PM) 30 Min. 
03111/2010 Motion to Freeze Accounts & Notice ofl-Iearing 
03117/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/08/2010 03 :00 PM) 
03/19/2010 Objection To Plaintiffs Second and Third Set Of Interrogatories 
03/22/2010 Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Answers and Responses To Plaintiff's 
Second Set Of Interrogatories and Requests For Production Of Documents 
03/22/2010 Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Answers and Responses To Plaintiff's 
Third Set Of Interrogatories and Requests For Production Of Documents 
03/25/2010 Motion For Additional Temporary Orders And Notice Of I-fearing on 




Order for mediation 
I-Iearing result for Motion held on 04/08/2010 03 :00 PM: I-fearing Held 
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04/09/2010 Hearing result for Motion for Temporary Orders held on 04/08/201003 :00 
PM: Hearing Held 30 Min. 
04/09/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Temporary Orders 05/07/201010:00 AM) 
04/09/2010 Notice Of Hearing 
04112/2010 Hearing result for Motion for Temporary Orders held on 05/07/2010 10:00 
AM: Hearing Vacated 
04112/2010 New File Created ****FILE #4-EXHIBlTS****(Expando) 
04112/2010 New File Created ****FILE #5-EXHIBJTS**** (Expando) 
04/14/2010 Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Supplemental Response To Plaintifl's Third 
Set of Requests For Production Of Documents 
04/28/2010 Order After Hearing RE: Temporary Orders 
05/06/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Pre-Trial Conference 07/28/2010 10:00 AM) 






























Notice of Pretrial ConferencelTrial 
Pretrial Scheduling Order 
Report from Mark Mays 
Guardian ad Litem Report 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel 08/04/2010 03 :00 PM) Graham 
Notice Of Ffearing 
Motion to Compel 
Notice Of Deposition Of Stephanie M Reed on 07/2911 0 at 9:00 am 
Notice Of Deposition ofP] Miller on 07/29110 at 10:30 am 
Expert Witness List (Plaintiff) 
Motion For Sanctions And Notice Of Failure To Comply With Subpoena 
Notice Of Hearing on 08/04/10 at 3:00 pm RE Motion for Sanctions 
AMENDED Notice Of Hearing on 08/04/10 at 3 :00 pm RE Motion for 
Supplemental Attachment To Expert Witness List 
Motion for Protective Order, Sanctions and Quash of Subpoena 
Notice of lIearing 
AMENDED Notice Of Hearing 
Plaintiff's Second Supplemental Attachment To Expert Witness List 
Pre-Trial Compliance 
Hearing result for Pre-Trial Conference held on 07/28/2010 10:00 AM: 
New File ********FILE #2 Created******* 
Motion To Extend Pre-Trial Compliance Deadline 
Notice Of Hearing 
Motion to Shorten Time For Taking Deposition 
Motion to Shorten Time 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/04/2010 03 :00 AM) 10 Min Palmer 
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07/30/2010 Plaintiff's Objection To Defendant's Motion To Shorten Time For Taking Of 
Depositon 
08/03/20 I 0 Stipulation For Disclosure Of Pyschological Evaluations 
08/03/2010 Order Extending Pre-Trial Complaince Deadline 
08/04/2010 Defendant's Expert Witness Disclosure 
08/04/2010 Defendant's Witness List 
08/04/2010 Defendant's Exhibits List 
08/04/2010 Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on 08/04/201003 :00 PM: Motion 
Granted 15 Min Graham 
08/04/2010 Hearing result for Motion held on 08/04/201003 :00 PM: Motion Granted 10 
Min Palmer 
08/05/2010 Letter from Heidi Fisher - Mediation at Impasse 
08/05/2010 Amended Order for Disclosure of Psychological Evaluations 
08/05/2010 Order Re: PlaintifTs Motion to Compel 
08/05/2010 Order to Shorten Time for Taking of Deposition 
08/05/2010 Order to Shorten Time re PT Compliance Deadlines 
08/06/2010 Order Allowing Deposition of Guardian Ad Litem 
08118/2010 Stipulation To Continue Trial 
08/18/2010 Order To Continue Trial 
0811812010 Hearing result for Court Trial Scheduled held on 08/19/2010 09:00 AM: 
Continued 2 Day Trial 8-19-/8-20 
08/24/2010 Notice Of Video Deposition Of Stephanie M Reed on 09113110 at 10:00 am 
08/26/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Pre-Trial Conference 11/04/2010 10:00 AM) 
08/26/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial Scheduled 11117/2010 09:00 AM) 2 Day 
Trial 
08/26/2010 Notice of Pretrial Conference/Trial 
08/31/2010 Pretrial Scheduling Order 
08/3112010 Notice Of Service of Defendants Second Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs 
Third Set of Requests for Production of Documents 
09116/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10107/201009:30 AM) 30 Min Palmer 
0911712010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10107/201009:30 AM) Graham 
09/21/2010 Notice Of Hearing 
09/21/2010 Motion for Temporary Orders Re: Income Sharing 
09/22/2010 Motion for Order Allowing Access to Community Assets 
09/23/20 I 0 Notice Of Hearing 
09/23/2010 Atlidavit of Scott A. Reed in Support of Motion for Order Allowing Access 
to Community Assets 
09/30/2010 Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel 10107/2010 09:30 AM) 15 Min 
Graham 
09/30/2010 Notice OfI-rearing 
10/0112010 Affidavit Of Stephanie M Reed In Support of Motion For Temporary Orders 
10107/2010 Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on 10107/201009:30 AM: I-learing 
Vacated 15 Min Graham 
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10107/2010 Hearing result for Motion held on 10107/201009:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 
Graham 
10107/2010 Hearing result for Motion held on 10107/201009:30 AM: Motion Denied 30 
Min Palmer 
10/19/2010 Supplemental Exhibit to Plaitiffs Pre-Trial Compliance 
10/21/2010 Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Supplemental Response To Plaintiffs First 
Set Of Requests For Production of Documents 
10/26/2010 Plaintiffs Third Supplemental Attachment to Pre-Trial Compliance 
10/28/2010 Order Denying Defendants Motion to Access to Community Funds 
10/28/2010 Motion to Seal/Claose Proceedings Trial 
10/28/2010 Stipulation to Extend Pretrial Deadlines 
10/29/2010 Plaintiffs Supplemental Pretrial Exhibit 
1110112010 Order Extending Pre-Trial Deadlines 
11/04/2010 Defendant's Supplemental Exhibit List 
11104/2010 Hearing result for Pre-Trial Conference held on 11104/2010 10:00 AM: 
Hearing Held 
1 1/05/2010 PlaintiiTs Fourth Supplemental Attachment To Pre-Trial Compliance 
11105/2010 Alternative Motion Pursuant To IRCP 32(a)(3)(E) DepositionlVideo 
11112/20 10 Defendant's Third Supplemental Exhibit List 
11/12/2010 Defendant's Second Supplemental Exhibit List 
11112/2010 Defendant's Supplemental Witness List 
1 1116/2010 Motion To Continue Trial 
1111712010 Hearing result for Court Trial Scheduled held on 11/17/2010 09:00 AM: 
Interim I-Tearing Held 2 Day Trial 
11117/2010 Hearing Scheduled (CoU11 Trial Scheduled 01113/20] 1 09:00 AM) 2 day trial 
11/17/2010 Notice Of Hearing 
11119/2010 **************New File #3 Created**************** 
11119/2010 Notice Of Service of Defendants First Set of Request for Admissions & 
Second Set of Requests for Production of Documents 
12/01/2010 Notice Of Service 
12/06/2010 Notice Of Service 
] 2/07/2010 Disclosure of Expert Witness 










Notice Of Service of Defendant's Third Set of Request for Admissions 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel 01/03/2011 03 :00 PM) Graham - lO 
Second Motion to Compel and Request for Attorney's Fees 
Notice Of Hearing 
Plaintiffs Supplemental Attachment To Motion to Compel 
Notice Of Service Plaintiffs Responses to Defendants 3rd Set of Requests for 
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12/23/2010 Notice Of Service of Defendants Answers & Responses to Plaintiffs 4th Set 
of Interrogatories & Requests for Production of Documents & 1 st Set of Requests for Admissions 
12/23/2010 Notice Of Service of Defendants 3rd Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs 3rd 
Set of Requests for Production of Documents 
12/28/2010 Affidavit Of Paula Olson In Response To Plaintiffs Second Motion To 
Compel 
12/29/2010 Notice Of Service of Defendants Second Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs 
First Set of Requests for Production of Documents 
12/29/2010 Defendant's 4th Supplemental Exhibits List 
01/0312011 Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Supplemental Response To PlaintifTs 
Second Set Of Requests For Production Of Documents 
01103/2011 AMENDED Plaintiffs Supplemental Response To Requests For Production 
of Documents 
01/03/2011 PlaintifTs Supplemental Response to Request For Production 0 fDocuments 
01104/2011 Notice Of Service 
01/05/2011 Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on 01/03/2011 03 :00 PM: Hearing 




Letter From PJ Miller, Guardian Ad Litem 
Notice Of Service 
Affidavit Of Service on 0111 0111 served Thomas H Godbold 
01113/2011 Hearing result for Court Trial Scheduled held on 01113/2011 09:00 AM: 
Court Trial Started 2 day trial 
01113/201 1 Order RE: Plaintiffs Motion to Compel 
01120/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Decision 01128/2011 01:30 PM) 
01/20/201 1 Notice of Hearing 
01128/2011 Hearing result for Decision held on 01128/2011 01 :30 PM: Hearing Held 
02/07/2011 Motion For Preparation Of Transcript From The Decision Hearing 
02/08/2011 Motion For Preparation Of Transcript 
02/09/2011 Order for Preparation of Transcript from the Decision Hearing 
02/09/2011 Affidavit Of MailinglChris Campbell/faxed 02-09-11 













Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 6071 Dated 2114/2011 for 243.75) 
Order Extending the Due Date on Proposed Final Order 
Judgment for Attorney's Fees 
Judgment for Equalization of Property Settlement 
Case status changed: Closed pending clerk action 
Motion For Reconsideration And Amendments Of Findings Of The Court 
Notice of Balance Due on Transcript - ($16.25) 
Notice of Lodging Transcript -Court's Oral Decision I-Tearing 
Lodged - Transcript - Court's Oral Decision Hearing 
Receipt Of Transcript - Suzanna Graham, Attorney for Plaintiff 
Bond Converted (Transaction number 570 dated 3/21/2011 amount 243.75) 






Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 1200S Dated 3/2112011 for 16.2S) 
Bond Converted (Transaction number S74 dated 3/21/2011 amount 16.2S) 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider 06/1S120 11 03:00 PM) Graham 1 
04/06/2011 Case status changed: Reopened 
04/06/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider 04/22/2011 08 :00 AM) 1 hr 
04/06/2011 Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider held on 06/1S12011 03:00 PM: 
Hearing Vacated Graham 1 hour 
04/07/2011 Findings Of Fact, Conclusions Of Law And Order 
04/07/2011 Case status changed: Closed pending clerk action 
04/07/2011 Notice Of Hearing 
04/07/2011 ************New File Created #6**************** 
04/11/2011 Motion to Reconsiderl Clarify 
04111/201 1 Ex Parte Motion To Shorten Time 
04/21/2011 Amended Motion for Reconsideration & Amendments of Findings of the 
court 
04/22/2011 Exparte Order to Shorten Time 
04/22/2011 Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider held on 04/22/2011 08:00 AM: 
Hearing Held 1 hI' Graham 
Court 
Palmer 
04/22/2011 Amended Motion for Reconsideration and Amendment of Findings of the 
OSI17/2011 
OSI20/20 11 
Order Re: Plaintiffs Motion to Reconsider 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider 07/25/2011 03:00 AM) 1 Hr 
OSI20/2011 Case status changed: Reopened 
OSI20/20 11 Notice Of I-Iearing 
OSI23/20 11 Motion for Preparation of Transcript 
OSI26/20 11 Order for Preparation Of Transcript 
06/09/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 07/25/2011 03 :00 PM) 15 Min Graham 
06109/2011 Motion For Appointment Of A Person To Sign On Behalf Of Disobedient 
Party Pursuant To IRCP 70 
06/09/2011 Notice Of Hearing on 07/2SI11 at 3:00 pm 
06/09/2011 Amended Notice Of Hearing on 07/25111 at 3:00 pm 
06/20/2011 Child Support Transmittal Sheet 
06/20/2011 Civil Disposition entered for: Reed, Scott Avery, Defendant; Reed, Stephanie 
K, Plaintiff. Filing date: 6120/2011 
06/20/2011 Amended Final Decree Of Divorce 
07/08/2011 Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid by: Mark A Ellingsen 
Receipt number: 0028787 Dated: 7/8/2011 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
07/08/2011 Affidavit I Application in Support ofIssuance of Writ of Execution: Amounts 
Due And Owing on Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney Fees And Costs 
07/08/2011 Motion For Issuance of Writ of Execution 
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07/08/2011 Writ Issued $213,559.20 
0711112011 Notice Of Appearance/Mark Ellingsen 
07112/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 07/25/2011 03 :00 PM) 5 Min Palmer 
07112/201 1 Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider scheduled on 07/25/2011 03 :00 PM: 
Continued 1 Hr Palmer 
07112/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider 08/08/2011 03:00 PM) 1 Hr 
Palmer 
07/12/2011 Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid by: Witherspoon Kelley 
Receipt number: 0029229 Dated: 7112/2011 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
07/12/2011 Writ Returned - NOT USED 
07/12/2011 Writ Issued $213,559.20 
07/12/2011 Motion for leave to withdraw 
07/12/2011 Affidavit of Michael G Palmer in Support of Motion for leave to withdraw 
07112/2011 Amended Notice Of Hearing 
07112/2011 Notice Of Hearing 
07/13/2011 Supplemental Evidence re Motion for Appointment of a Person to Sign on 
Behalf of Disobedient Party Pursuant to lRCP 70 
07113/2011 No Objection for S. Graham RE: Notice of Hearing tiled 7-12-11 
07114/2011 Motion ForInjunctive Relief And Notice Of Hearing on 07/25111 at 3:00 pm 
07/14/2011 Memorandum In Support Of Plaintiffs Motion For Injunctive Relief 
07/14/2011 Affidavit Of Mark A Ellingsen Filed In Support of Motion For Injunctive 
Relief 
07114/2011 Motion To Shorten Time To Hear Motion For Injunctive Relief And Notice 
Ofl-fearing on 07/25/11 at 3:00 pm 
07/14/2011 Objection regarding amended hearing filed 7-12-] 1 
07/15/2011 Writ ReturnedlNot Satisfied 
07118/2011 Affidavit of Mark A. Ellingsen Filed in Support of Plaintiff's 
Objectrion/Exception to answer of Garnishee Defendants and Motion for Entry of Judgment/Order 
for Issuance and Delivery of Stock 
07/18/2011 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Objection/ Exception to Answer of 
Garnishee Defendants & Motion for Entry of Judgment/Order for Issuance and Delivery of Stock 
07118/2011 Objection/Exception to Answer of Garnishee defendants Mountain Health 
Services, P.C. and Idaho Corporation and Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Motion for Entry of 
Judgment/Order for Issuance and Delivery of Stock and Notice of Hearing 
07118/2011 ************New File Created #7***************** 
07/20/2011 Affidavit Of Service on 07118111 served Mountain Health Care Inc and 
Mountain Health Services PC by leaving with Dr Frederick R Haller 
07/25/2011 Filing: L2 - Appeal, Magistrate Division to District Court Paid by: Palmer, 
Michael G. (attorney for Reed, Scott Avery) Receipt number: 0031091 Dated: 7/25/2011 Amount: 
$53.00 (Check) For: Reed, Scott Avery (defendant) 
07/25/2011 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 31092 Dated 7/25/2011 for 150.(0) 
07/25/2011 Administrative assignment of Judge 
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07/25/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 07/25/2011 03:00 PM: Motion 
Denied 5 Min Palmer 
07/25/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 07/25/2011 03:00 PM: Motion 
Denied 15 Min Graham 
07/25/2011 Appeal Filed In District Court 
07/26/2011 I-Iearing Scheduled (Motion to Withdraw 08/02/2011 03 :30 PM) Palmer 
07/26/2011 Motion to Shorten Time 
07/26/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08117/2011 11 :30 AM) 15 Min 
07/26/2011 Amended Notice Of Hearing 
07/28/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/09/2011 02:00 PM) Appoint Consurvitor-
Graham; 1 hour 
07/28/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 0811712011 11:30 AM) 15 Min Graham 
07/29/2011 Motion to Shorten Time 
07129/2011 Notice Ofl-Iearing 8/9111 
07/29/2011 Notice Ofl-Iearing 8/17111 
07/29/2011 Order Granting Injunctive Relief 
08102/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 08/09/2011 02:00 PM: Hearing 
Vacated Appoint Conservator - Graham; 1 hour 
08/02/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/31/2011 10:00 AM) 1 HOUR - GRAHAM 
08/02/2011 Hearing result for Motion to Withdraw scheduled on 08/02/2011 03 :30 PM: 
Motion Granted Palmer 
08/02/2011 District Court Hearing Held COUli Reporter: JULIE FOLAND 
08/02/2011 Amended Notice Of Hearing on Objection/Exception to Answer of Garnishee 
Defendants Mountain Health Services, P.c., and Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Motion for Entry of 
Judgment/Order for Issuance and Delivery of Stock 
08/02/2011 Order to Shorten Time 
08/02/2011 Order for Leave to Withdraw - Michael Palmer 
08/03/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 0811712011 11 :30 AM: Hearing 
Vacated 15 Min Graham 
08/05/2011 Filing: II - Initial Appearance by persons other than the plaintiff or petitioner 
Paid by: Michael Ramsden Receipt number: 0033267 Dated: 8/5/2011 Amount: $58.00 (Check) For: 
Mountain Health Care Inc (defendant) and Mountain Health Services PC (defendant) 
08/05/2011 Notice Of Appearance - Michael Ramsden OBO Mountain Health Svcs & 
Mountain Health Care 
08/05/201 1 AITidavit Of Service 8/211 1 FRH 
08/05/2011 Notice Of Vacated Hearing 
08/05/2011 Amended Notice Of Hearing 
08/08/2011 Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider scheduled on 08/08/2011 03 :00 PM: 
I-fearing Vacated 1 Hr Palmer 
08112/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 08/17/2011 11 :30 AM: Continued 15 
Min 
08/12/2011 I-learing Scheduled (Motion 09/28/201 1 11: 00 AM) 1 Hr. 
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08115/2011 Seeond Amended Notice On-rearing On ObjectionlException To Answer Of 
Garnishee Defendants Mountain Health Services PC And Mountain Health Care Inc And Motion For 
Entry of Judgment/Order For Issuance And Delivery of Stock 
08/15/20 II Certificate Of Service Of Second Amended Notice Of Hearing On 
ObjectionlException To Answer Of Garnishee Defendants Mountain Health Services PC And 






Notice Of Appearance 1 Dan Rude for defendant 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/28/2011 11 :00 AM) Dan Rude And Motion to 
08/25/2011 Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider 11107/20 II 10:30 AM) 30 Min 
08/25/2011 Notice Of Hearing 
08/25/2011 Notice Of Hearing 
08/25/2011 Motion For Stay 
08/25/20 II Objection to Motion and Hearing on Appeal 
08/29/2011 Motion for Order Requiring Preparation of Transcripts 
08/3112011 I-Iearing result for Motion scheduled on 08/3112011 10:00 AM: Hearing Held 
APPT A SIGNER; 1 HOUR - GRAHAM 
08/31/2011 Memorandum Decision and Order Denying Hearing by District Court on 
Plaintiff's Motion for Appointment of a Person to Sign on Behalf of Disobedient Party Pursuant to 
IRCP 70 
08/3112011 District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Julie Foland Number of 
Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: 
09106/20 II Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/28/2011 11 :00 AM) 15 Min Graham Motion 
to Appt Signer 
09106/2011 Order Requiring Preparation Of Transcript 
09107/2011 Notice Of I-Iearing 
09107/2011 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 38006 Dated 9/7/2011 for 1762.50) 
09108/2011 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 38030 Dated 9/8/2011 for 1462.50) 
09116/2011 Defendant's Objection To Plaintiffs Motion For Entry Of Judgment/Order 
For Issuance And Delivery Of Stock 
09/21/2011 Memorandum In Opposition To Defendant's Motion For Stay 
09/2112011 Defendant's Response To Plaintiffs Memorandum In Opposition To Motion 
For Stay 
09/26/20 II Reply Memorandum In Opposition To Defendant's Objection To Plaintiff's 
Motion For Entry Of Judgment 1 Order For Issuance And Delivery Of Stock 
09/26/2011 Supplemental Evidence Re Motion For Appointment Of A Person To Sign 
On Behalf Of Disobendient Party Pursuant To IRCP 70 
09/27/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 09/28/2011 11 :00 AM: Continued 15 
Min Graham Motion to Appt Signer 
09/27120 II Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11107/2011 10:30 AM) 15 Min Graham Motion 
to App! Signer 
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09/27/2011 Second Submission Of Supplemental Evidence RE Motion For Appointment 
Of A Person To Sign On Behalf Of Disobedient Party Pursuant To IRCP 70 
09/27/2011 Amended Notice Of Hearing on 11107111 at 10:30 am 
09/28/2011 Administrative assignment of Judge 
09/28/2011 Order Assigning Judge 
09/28/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 09/28/2011 11 :00 AM: Motion 
Granted Dan Rude Motion to Stay 
1 Hr. 
60-B 













Administrative assignment of Judge 
Order Granting Plaintiffs Motion For Order For IssuancelDelivery Of Stock 
Motion & Affidavit for Extension of Time on Transcript 
Order Extending Time for Transcript Preparation 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11107/2011 10:30 AM) 15 Min Dan Rude Rule 
Notice Of Hearing 
Motion for Relief from Judgment 
Affidavit of Scott Reed in Support of Motion for Relief from Judgment 
Brief in Support of Motion for Reconsideration 
Order Concerning Stay 
Amended Notice Of Appeal 






Notice Of Balance Due On Transcript - ($9.75 by defendant) 
Notice of Lodging Transcript - Court Trial (2 volumes) 
Receipt Of Transcript - Dan Rude 
Bond Converted (Transaction number 2355 dated 10/3112011 amount 
1,462.50) 
10/31/2011 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 45606 Dated 10/3112011 for 9.75) 
10/31/2011 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2356 dated 10/31/2011 amount 9.75) 
1110112011 Estimate Of Transcript Costs - AMENDED - $325.00 
11/01/2011 Receipt Of Transcript - Dan Rude (transcript ordered 2/9/11) 
11101/2011 New File Created #9(4,5, & 8 are Expando) 
11102/2011 Plaintiffs Brief in Oppostion to Defendant's Motion for Reconsideration 
11102/2011 Receipt Of Transcript (Suzanna Graham) 
11102/2011 New File Created ****File No. 8**** 
11/0212011 Reference to Trial Transcript and Reply Brief 
11104/2011 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 46303 Dated 11/4/2011 for 325.00) 
11/09/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 11/07/2011 10:30 AM: I-rearing Held 
15 Min Dan Rude Rule 60-B 
11109/2011 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 11107/2011 10:30 AM: Hearing Held 
15 Min Graham Motion to Appt Signer 
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11/09/2011 I-Iearing result for Motion to Reconsider scheduled on 11107/2011 10:30 AM: 
Hearing Held 15 M in Rude 
11/15/2011 Order Setting Aside Judgments for Attorney Fees 
1112] 120 11 Memorandum Of Costs And Attorney Fees 






Objection to and Motion to Disallow Attorney Fees and Costs 
Notice Of Hearing 
Affidavit Of Michael Palmer In Opposition To Plaintiffs Request For Fees 
12/02/2011 Supplemental Affidavit Of Michael Palmer In Opposition To Plaintiffs 
Request For Fees And Costs Concerning Paralegal Fees 
12/02/2011 Affidavit Of Mark Jackson 
12/02/201 1 Second Amended Notice Of Appeal 
12/09/2011 Notice Of Balance Due On Transcript ($9.75 to be paid by defendant 
by12/23111) 
12/09/2011 Notice of Lodging Transcript 
12/09/2011 Lodged - Transcript - Various Motions Hearings (April 27, 2011, July 25, 
2011, September 28,2011 and November 7, 2011) 
12/09/2011 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2628 dated 12/912011 amount 325.00) 
12/09/2011 Receipt Of Transcript - Dan Rude 
12/09/2011 Bond Posted Cash (Receipt 50827 Dated 12/9/2011 for 9.75) 
12/09/2011 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2629 dated 12/912011 amount 9.75) 
12114/2011 Receipt Of Transcript 
12/2112011 Objection to Settlement of Transcript on Appeal 
12/2112011 Motion to Stay Proceedings upon Appeal 
01/09/2012 Notice Of Hearing 
01117/2012 Motion for Entry of Order Concerning Establishing Due Dates for Briefs on 
Appeal and Brief 
01/24/2012 I-learing result for Motion scheduled on 01/23/2012 03:00 PM: Hearing Held 
Rude 30 Min Objection to Cost Bill and Transcripts on Appeal 
01125/2012 'fhird AMENDED Notice of Appeal 
01127/2012 Estimate Of Transcript Costs ($178.75 to be paid by Scott Reed - third 
amended notice of appeal) 
01127/2012 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 3675 Dated 1127/2012 for 178.75) 
03/06/2012 Notice of Lodging Transcript - Motions Hearing 
03/06/2012 Lodged - Transcript - Motions Hearing 
03/06/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 493 dated 3/6/2012 amount 139.75) 
03/07/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 494 dated 31712012 amount 10.25) 
03/07/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 495 dated 317/2012 amount 139.75) 
03/07/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 496 dated 317/2012 amount 39.(0) 
03/07/2012 Receipt Of Transcript 
03/07/2012 Receipt Of Transcript 
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03113/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/2312012 10:30 AM) 2 Motions 45 Min 
Graham 
03/28/2012 Notice Of Settling Transcript On Appeal and Briefing Schedule 
04/02/2012 Order on Motions 
04/03/2012 New File Created---# 1 O---CREA TED 
04119/2012 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 04/23/2012 10:30 AM: Hearing 
Vacated 2 Motions 45 Min Graham 
04119/2012 AHidavit Of Frederick R. Haller, M.D. In Supporty Of Garnishees' Motion To 
Substitute Cash Eqquivalent For Shares Of Stock Subject To Garnishment 
04119/2012 Garnishees' Motion To Substitute Cash Equivalent For Shares Of Stock 
Subject To Garnishment 
04119/2012 Memorandum In Support of Garnishees' Motion to Substitute Cash 
Equivalent for Shares of Stock Subject to Garnishment 
04/20/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/21/2012 01 :30 PM) 15 Min. 
04/20/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/2112012 0 l:30 PM) 30 Min Graham 
04/20/2012 Fourth Amended Notice of Appeal - Dan Rude OBO Defendant 
04/20/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/21/2012 01:30 PM) 
04/20/2012 Notice Of Hearing 
04/20/2012 Motion For Entry Of Qualified Domestic Relations Orders 
04/23/2012 Notice Of Hearing 
04/30/2012 Appellant's Brief On Appeal 
OSlO 112012 Plaintiffs Response to Garnishee Defendant's Motion to Substitute Cash for 
Shares of Stock Subject to Garnishment; Plaintiffs Motion for Relief From Stay and Motion for 
Entry of Order Directing Sheriff of Shoshone County to Disburse Substituted Cash to Plaintiff and 
Notice of Hearing 
05/0112012 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of Order Directing 
Disbursement of Cash Exchanged for Stock 
OSlO 1120 12 Affidavit of Mark A. Ellingsen Filed in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for 
Entry of Order Directing Disbursement of Cash Exchanged for Stock 
05/03/2012 Defendant's Objection To Non-Party Corporations' Motion To Substitute 
Cash For Stock 
0511 0/2012 2nd Amended Notice Of Hearing 
05114/2012 Defendant's Response And Objection To Plaintiffs Motion For Entry Of 
Qualified Domestic Relations Order 
05/21/2012 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 05/21/201201 :30 PM: Hearing Held 








Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 05/211201201:30 PM: Hearing Held 
I-Iearing result for Motion scheduled on 05/21/2012 01 :30 PM: Hearing Held 
Respondent's Reply to Appellant's Brief on Appeal 
New File Created*** 11 *** 
Order Granting Plaintiffs Motion for Relief from Stay 
Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Attorney's Fees 




Qualified Domestic Relations Order Hanover 
Qualified Domestic Relations Order Mountain Health Services, P.c. 401 K 
06/08/2012 Qualified Domestic Relations Order (Retirement Account through Morgan 
StanleylSmith Barney) 
06/08/2012 Qualified Domestic Relations Order (Retirement Account through T. Rowe 
Price) 
06/13/2012 Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid by: Witherspoon, Kelley, 
Davenport & Toole, P.S. Receipt number: 0024761 Dated: 6113/2012 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
06113/2012 Affidavit! Application in Support ofIssuance of Writ of Execution: Amounts 
Due and Owing on Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney Fees and Costs 
06/13/2012 Writ Issued - $221,187.86 
06115/2012 Motion for Relief from Judgment Re: Mountain Health Services QDRO 
06/20/2012 Appellant's Reply Brief 
06/29/2012 Order RE:Motion for entry of Qualified Domestic Relations Order 
07/0112012 Certain Court Records Exemption Rule 32(g) imposed 
07/09/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Oral Argument on Appeal 08/24/2012 11:00 AM) In 
Kootenai 
07/09/2012 Notice ofl-Iearing 
07112/2012 Motion to Quash Writ 
07112/2012 Notice concerning Entry of Final Appealable Order 
07117/2012 l-Iearing Scheduled (Motion 08/20/201203:00 AM) 30 Min Graham 
07117/2012 Filing: L1 - Appeal, Small claims Dept to Magistrate Court Paid by: Rude, 
Dan J. (attorney for Reed, Scott Avery) Receipt number: 0029316 Dated: 7/17/2012 Amount: $61.00 
(Check) For: Reed, Scott Avery (defendant) 
07/17/2012 Notice of Appeal 
07/17/2012 Amended Certificate of Service 
0711812012 I-Iearing Scheduled (Motion to Quash 08/20/2012 03:00 PM) 10 Min. Rude 
07118/2012 Notice Ofl-rearing 
07/19/2012 Notice of Tender 
07/19/2012 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 29510 Dated 7119/2012 for 10100.00) 
07/30/2012 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 31056 Dated 7/3012012 for 162.50) 
08/06/2012 Motion for Enforcement of Order and Motion for Signor to Execute 
Additional Documents on Defendant's Behalf and for Attorney's Fees and Costs 
08/06/2012 Notice Of Hearing 
08/09/2012 Plaintit1's Motion for Order Directing Payment of Tender 
08/13/2012 Response Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Quash Writ 
08/16/2012 Response Brief in Support of Motion to Quash Writ 
08116/2012 AMENDED Response Briefin Support of Motion to Quash Writ 
08117/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/20/1203 03:00 PM) 5 Min. Ellingson 
08117/2012 Motion to Shorten Time to Hear Plaintiffs Motion for Order Directing 
Payment of Tender And Notice of Hearing 
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08/2112012 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 08/20/2012 03 :00 PM: Motion 
Granted 30 Min Graham 
08/2112012 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 08/2011203 03 :00 PM: Motion 
Denied 5 Min. Ellingson 
08/2112012 Hearing result for Motion to Quash scheduled on 08/20/2012 03 :00 PM: 
Motion Denied 10 Min. Rude 
08/22/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/30/2012 10:30 AM) 
08/22/2012 Supplemental Motion For Enforcement Of Order And Motion For Signor To 
Execute Additional Quitclaim Deeds 
08/23/2012 Hearing result for Oral Argument on Appeal scheduled on 08/24/2012 II :00 
AM: Hearing Vacated In Kootenai 
08/23/2012 Motion to Shorten Time 
08/24/2012 Return OfNonServicc FRH 
08/30/2012 Notice of Lodging Transcript - Motions Hearing 
08/30/2012 Lodged - Transcript Motions Hearing 
08/30/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 1896 dated 8/30/2012 amount 97.50) 
08/30/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 1897 dated 8/30/2012 amount 65.00) 
08/30/2012 I-learing result for Motion scheduled on 08/30/2012 10:30 AM: Motion 
Granted 
08/30/2012 Notice Of I-Iearing 
08/30/2012 Order to Shorten Time 
08/30/2012 Order Directing Payment of Tender 
08/31/2012 Receipt Of Transcript 
09/04/2012 Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid by: Witherspoon/Kelley 
Receipt number: 0035835 Dated: 9/4/20] 2 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
09/04/2012 Satisfaction of Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Attorney's Fees 
09/04/2012 Affidavitl Application in Support ofIssuance of Writ of Execution: Amounts 
Due and Owing on Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney Fees and Costs 
09/04/2012 Writ Issued - 213,462.00 
09/04/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 1921 dated 9/4/2012 amount 
10,100.00) 
09/04/20]2 Motion for Joint Telephonic Conference with Judge Griffin Re: Status of 
Appeal 
09/05/2012 Objection to Motion for Telephone Conference with Judge Griffin 
Concerning Status of Appeal 
09112/2012 Motion for Reconsideration and Request for Sanctions 
09/13/2012 *********** New File Created************ File #12 
09/21/2012 Order for Enforcement of Order for Signor to Execute Additional Documents 
on Defendant's Behalf and Denying Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 
09/21/2012 Case status changed: Closed 
09/21/2012 Supplemental Order for Enforcement of Order and for Signor to Execute 
Additional Documents on Defendant's Behalf and Denying Motion for Attorney's Fees and Costs 
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09/24/2012 Affidavit Of Suzanna L. Graham To Correct The Record Re: Counsel 
erroneously advised the Court the Amended Decree Of Divorce was filed. (SHOSHONE COUNTY). 
09/25/2012 Second Amended Motion tor Joint Telephonic Conterence with Judge GlifIin 
Re: Status of Appeal 
09/27/2012 Notice Of Settling Transcript On Appeal and Briefing Schedule 
09/27/2012 Request To Set Matter For Oral Argument And Objection To Request For 
Telephone Conference Concerning Status Of Appeal 
10102/2012 Motion for Order Requiring Preparation of Transcripts 
10102/2012 AMENDED Motion for Reconsideration and Request for Sanctions 
10105/2012 Order Requiring Preparation of Transcript 
10110/2012 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 41201 Dated 10/10/2012 for 81.25) 
1011 0/2012 Case status changed: Closed pending clerk action 
10/16/2012 Order for Scheduling Conference 
10116/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Scheduling Conference 11/02/2012 11 :30 AM) 
10116/2012 Case status changed: Reopened 






AM: Hearing Held 
Notice Concerning Ex Parte Correspondence 
Notice Concerning Ex-Parte Correspondence 
Writ ReturnedlNot Satisfied 
Appellant's Brief on Second Appeal 
Hearing result for Scheduling Conterence scheduled on 11/02/2012 11 :30 
11/02/2012 Notice of Lodging Transcript - Motions Hearing 
11102/2012 Lodged - Transcript - Motions Hearing 
11/02/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2337 dated 11/2/2012 amount 42.25) 
11/02/2012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2338 dated 1112/2012 amount 39.00) 
11/02/2012 Receipt Of Transcript 
11/09/2012 Receipt Of Transcript 
11114/2012 Order For Oral Argument 
11114/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Oral Argument on Appeal 03/01/2013 09:30 AM) In 
Kootenai - Counsel for both parties shall be personally present. 
11/28/2012 Receipt 0 f Transcript - Suzanna Graham 
11/29/2012 Respondent's Reply To Appellant's Second Brief On Appeal 
12/20/2012 Appellant's Rcply Bricf on Second Appeal 
02/26/2013 StipUlation to Submit Appeal Upon thc Briefs and Request for Court 
Approval Pursuant to lAR 37(a) 
02/27/2013 Order RE: Court Approval of Stipulation and Order to Submit the Appeal 
Upon Briefs 
03/0112013 Hearing result for Oral Argument on Appeal scheduled on 03/01/2013 09:30 
AM: Bearing Vacated In Kootenai - Counsel for both parties shall be personally present. - ----
dicision by briefs per 1003 
03/0112013 New File Created*****#13*****CREATED 
04/05/2013 Memorandum Opinion 
RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON APPEAL - 16 
04/05/2013 Order Re: Appeal 
04/05/2013 Remanded to Magistrate Court to Reconsider QDRO 
04/08/2013 Receipt Of Transcript - PO obo Michael Ramsden 
04/19/20 l3 Filing: 15 - Appearing after judgment when the party has not previously 
appeared Paid by: SUZANNA GRAHAM obo Plaintiff Receipt number: 0016621 Dated: 4119/2013 
Amount: $71.00 (Check) For: Reed, Stephanie K (plaintiff) 
04119/2013 Affidavit Of Suzanna L Graham In Support Of Memorandum Of Costs And 
Attorney's Fees Pursuant To lAR 40 and IAR 41 
04119/2013 Plaintiff/Respondent's Memorandum Of Costs And Attorney's Fees Pursuant 
To JAR 40 And IAR 41 
04/25/2013 Objection to Request for an Award of Attorney Fees 
04/26/2013 Filing: 15 - Appearing after judgment when the party has not previously 
appeared Paid by: Graham, Suzanna L. Receipt number: 0017659 Dated: 4/26/2013 Amount: $71.00 
(Check) For: Reed, Stephanie K (plaintit1) 
04/26/2013 Petition for Rehearing RE: Denial of Attorney's Fees Pursuant to lAR 41 and 
Costs Pursuant to IAR 40 
04/26/2013 Brief in Support of Petition for Rehearing RE: Denial of Attorney's Fees 
Pursuant to IAR 41 and Costs Pursuant to JAR 40 
04/29/2013 Order Denying Attorney Fees On Appeal 
05/08/2013 Filing: L4 - Appeal, Civil appeal or cross-appeal to Supreme Court Paid by: 
Dan Rude Receipt number: 0019277 Dated: 5/8/2013 Amount: $109.00 (Check) For: Reed, Scott 
Avery (defendant) 
05/08/2013 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 19278 Dated 5/8/2013 for 100.00) 
05/08/2013 Appealed To The Supreme Court - Dan Rude OBO Appellant 
05/08/2013 Notice of Appeal 
0511712013 Return Certificate - 7012 2920 0001 8385 3694lSC 
05/22/2013 Filing: L4 - Appeal, Civil appeal or cross-appeal to Supreme Court Paid by: 
Graham, Suzanna L. (attorney for Reed, Stephanie K) Receipt number: 0021985 Dated: 5/22/2013 
Amount: $109.00 (Check) For: Reed, Stephanie K (plaintiff) 
05/22/2013 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 21986 Dated 5/2212013 for 100.00) 
05/22/2013 Notice Of Cross-Appeal to Supreme Court - Suzanna L Graham 
05/30/2013 Return Certificate - 5128113 - rsc 
06/17/2013 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 25674 Dated 6117/2013 for 1481.05) - Voided 
(Posted to wrong Party) 
06118/2013 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 25870 Dated 6118/2013 for 1481.05) 








Bond Converted (Transaction number 1288 dated 6/18/2013 amount 100.00) 
Cash Bond Exonerated (Amount 100.00) 
Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 9025674 Dated 6/18/2013 for 1481.05) 
Bond Converted (Transaction number 1290 dated 6/18/2013 amount 
Clerk's Certificate Of Service - Dan J. Rude 








Clerk's Certificate Of Service - Suzanna Graham 
Objection to Settlement of Transcript on Appeal 
Notice Of Hearing wi J. Griffin to be heard telephonically in Idaho County 
Clerk's Certificate of Service - ISC 
Order Requiring Corrections And Additions to Clerk's Record On Appeal 
Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 37674 Dated 9/9/2013 for 99.80) 
Certificate Of Service - Dan Rude 
0911 0/2013 Certificate Of Service - Suzanna Graham 
09/13/2013 Order Shortening Time 
09/13/2013 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/2312013 11: IS AM) Objection To Settlement 
And Lodging Of Supplemental Clerk's Record On Appeal 
09113/2013 Objection to Settlement and Loding of Supplemental Clerk's Record on 
Appeal 
09113/2013 Motion to Shorten Time to Hear Appellant's Objection to Settlement and 
Lodging 
09/13/2013 Notice Ofl-Jearing Re: Motion to Shorten Time 
09/13/2013 Notice Of Hearing Re: Objection to Settlemcnt of Transcript on Appeal 
09/19/2013 Certificate OfMailing-ISC-7012 1010000121662000 
09/23/2013 Hearing result for Motion schedulcd on 09/23/2013 11: 15 AM: I-Iearing 
Vacated Objection To Settlement And Lodging Of Supplemental Clerk's Record On Appeal 
09/23/2013 Stipulation For Entry Of Order Requiring Corrections And Additions To 
Clerk's Record On Appeal 
09/23/2013 Order Requiring Corrections And Additions To Clerk's Supplemental Record 
On Appeal 
09/26/2013 Return Certificate - 9120113 - ISC 
10/22/2013 Third Order Requiring Corrections And Additions To Clerk's Supplemental 
Record On Appeal 
11115/2013 Certi ficate Of Serivce - ISC 
1111S12013 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 46809 Dated 1111S12013 for 2S3.SS) 
1111S12013 Clerk's Certificate Of Service- Dan Rude 
11/18/2013 Clerks Certificate of Service SLG 
11/20/2013 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2400 dated 11/20/2013 amount 2S3 .SS) 
11/20/2013 Bond Converted (Transaction number 2401 dated 11120/2013 amount 99.80) 
11129/2013 Return CertificatelSupreme Court 
12/04/2013 Hearing Scheduled (Motion 12/06/2013 01 :30 PM) 
12/04/2013 Notice of Hearing 
12/06/2013 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 12/06/2013 01 :30 PM: I-Iearing Held 
Objection To Transcript - Telephonic - Court to initiate call to all parties 
1211112013 Fourth Order Requiring Corrections And Additions To Clerk's Supplemental 
Record On Appeal 
12/13/2013 Certificate Of Mailing-Dan Rude 
12113/2013 Certificate Of Mailing-Suzanna L. Graham 
12113/2013 Certificate Of Mailing-Idaho Supreme Court 
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12/18/2013 
12/18/2013 
Return Certificate - Suzanna Graham - 12117113 
Return Certifi cate - Dan Rude - 1211 7/13 
The Respondent adopts the Appellant's recitation of the Course of Proceedings with the 
exception that the Appellant filed a Third Amended Notice of Appeal which was omitted from the 
Appellant's Course of Proceedings; alternatively, Appellant erroneously misidentified his amended 
Notice(s) of Appeal, neither of which are pertinent to the proceedings before this Court. 
C. STATEMENT 01,' THE CASE: Respondent adopts the Appellant's Statement of the Case. 
INTRODUCTION: 
APPELLATE REVIEW: (The Appellant erroneously argues again that the Magistrate erred, 
when, in f~lct, the decision of the District Court in its appellate capacity is the only issue in this 
appeal.) On review ofa decision ofthe district court, rendered in its appellate capacity, we examine 
the magistrate record to determine whether there is substantial and competent evidence to sllpport the 
magistrate's findings of fact and whether the magistrate's conclusions of law follow from those 
findings. Losser v. Bradstreet, 145 Idaho 670, 672, 183 P.3d 758, 760 (2008). We [the Supreme 
Court] do not review the decision of the magistrate, but instead affirm or reverse the decision of the 
district court. Pelayo v. Pelayo, 154 Idaho 855, 859, 303 P.3d 214, 218 (2013). 
REVIEW OF 'FINDINGS OF FACT: 
(As stated above the review is of the District Court Decision and whether to af1irm or not; 
however, the Appellant argues the review standard and Respondent did not want to be remiss in not 
providing legal standard of Appellate Court.) 
Find ings of fact made by the trial court will not be set aside unless they are clearly erroneous. 
Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689, 800 P.2d 85 (S.c. 1990). Such findings will not be disturbed on 
appeal if supported by substantial and competent evidence, even though such evidence may be 
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conflicting. Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689, 800 P.2d 85 (S.c. 1990); Quiring v. Quiring, 130 Idaho 
560,944 P.2d 695 (S.C.1997). Appellant presents the same issues that were before the district court 
for this Court's review. 
Deference must be given to the special opportunity of the trial court to assess and weigh the 
credibility of the witnesses who appear before it. Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689,800 P.2d 85 (S.C. 
1990). Although, this Court is charged with determination of whether to affirm or reverse the 
decision of the district court. Pelayo, 154 Idaho 855, 859, 303 P.3d 214, 218 (2013). 
If findings of fact are not supported by substantial evidence, an abuse of discretion has 
occurred. Margairaz v. Siegel, 137 Idaho 556, 50 P.3d 1051 (C.A. 2002). Under an abuse of 
discretion analysis, the issues are whether the magistrate rightly perceived an issue as one of 
discretion; whether the magistrate acted within the boundaries of such discretion and consistently 
with applicable legal standards; and whether the magistrate reached his decision by an exercise of 
reason. Margairaz v. Siegel, 137 Idaho 556, 50 P.3d 1051 (C.A. 2002). 
When the Appellate Court considers findings of fact made by the trial court, it will review the 
evidence in the light most favorable to the party who prevailed at trial. Silva v. Silva, 142 Idaho 900, 
136 P.3d 371 (C.A. 2006). 
REVIEW OF CONCLUSIONS OF LAW; 
The Supreme Court and Court of Appeals will review freely conclusions of law reached, by 
stating legal rules or principles and applying them to the facts found. Liebelt v. Liebelt, 118 Idaho 
845, 801 P.2d 52 (C.A. 1990). If the law has been properly applied to the facts as found, the 
judgment will be upheld on appeal. Stonecipher v. Stonecipher, 131 Idaho 731,963 P.2d 1168 (S.c. 
1998). 
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An appellate court will review questions of law freely. Hall v. Becker, 126 Idaho 848, 893 
P.2d 211 (S.c. 1995). 
ISSUES ON APPEAL 
I. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE 
COURT'S VALUATION AND AWARD. 
II. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING JUDGE \VA YMAN AS TO 
THE V ALUA TION OF THE COMMERCIAL LOT IN PINEHURST AT $15,200.00. 
III. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE 
COURT'S CALCULATION OF RESPONDENT'S INCOME IN SETTING CHILD 
SUPPORT. 
IV. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE 
JUDGE'S DETERMINATION OF RESPONDENT'S ATTORNEY FEES AWARD. 
V. DID THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE ERR IN ORDERING THAT THE TWO 
CORPORATIONS ISSUE STOCK AND DELIVER THE SAME TO THE 
SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF. 
VI. THAT THE RESPONDENT SHOULD BE AWARDED HER ATTORNEY'S FEES 
AND COST ON APPEAL PURSUANT TO JAR 41 AND I.C. 12-121 AS PREVAILING 
PARTY. 
I. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AF'FIRMING THE MAGISTRATE 
COURT'S VALUATION AND AWARD. 
ISSUE 1: VALUATION OF MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.c. 
STOCK: 
The appellate court will not make credibility determinations or replace the trial court's factual 
findings by re-weighing the evidence. The evidence will be viewed in favor of the magistrate's 
judgment and the appellate court will uphold the magistrate's findings even if there is conflicting 
evidence. Danti v. Danti, 146 Idaho 929, 204 P.3d 1140 (S.C. 2009). 
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The Appellant argues that the debt owing against the Mountain Health Care, Inc. on the date 
of the parties' divorce, i.e., January 14,2011, was greater than the experts utilized in their valuation. 
The parties are bound by their stipulation through counsel to use the value of assets and debts as oif 
an agreed upon date. Sword v. Sweet, 140 Idaho 242, 92 P.3d 492 (S.C. 2004). The Trial Court 
Judge took the amount of debt owing at the date of divorce from the Appellant's expert, Todd 
Carlson, CPA. "From that we would subtract the liabilities as already reflected. Those liabilities 
are $2,439,739 resulting in net tangible assets, in value oftlwse assets 0{$2, 795, J 47. That 'sj(),. J 00 
percent. And Dr. Reed's 22.97 percent ownership interest would be $642,045." (TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 187, L. 2-7). 
The Office Manager, Paula Olson stated that the debt was "it's about -it's 2.8 million". 
(TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 158, L. 18). The colloquy continued with the following: 
Q. SUZIE GRAHAM: Okay. How much is the current loan amount on the building? 
I hate to just throw that at you. I know there's an exhibit somewhere, but I know you can 
probably just tell LIS. 
A. PAULA OLSON: It's about it's 2.8 million. 
Q. SUZIE GRAHAM: And that - - you sent me a statement, I think, a month ago. 
So, that would be the most current; is that correct? 
A. PAULA OLSON: Right. Yes. 
(TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 158, L. 14-22) 
The parties agreed to the date of divorce and the expert testimony of Todd Carlson, 
Business Valuator and Paula Olson, Office Manager established the debt figure at the trial. The 
Appellant had the burden of proving an alternative debt amount, if the same were true. The 
Appellant presented no such information and now on appeal seeks to issue Exhibit G 1 for 
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additional debt. The trial court relied on substantial and competent evidence when it relied upon 
the Appellant's expert testimony as to debt. No other debt information, other than the Expert's 
was provided at trial in this matter. 
The District Court should be affirmed on this issue. 
ISSUE 2: VALUE OF THE BUSINESS ASSETS: 
The next issue presented is the value of the business assets included within Mountain Health 
Care, Inc. The Appellant relies heavily upon Exhibit 63, the Insurance Policy provided by 
Respondent at trial. The Appellant is remiss in that if the trial court relied upon the analysis 
provided by Respondent's expert, Stanley Moe, and Appellant's expert, Todd Carlson, then the 
Insurance Policy is simply another factor to support the business valuation of Mountain Health Care, 
Inc. found by the trial court. The Appellant seems to argue that the Insurance Policy was the only 
valuation when, in reality, it simply confirmed the testimony of Stanley Moe. Why would you pay 
insurance on a higher value than the property was worth? You would not. The insurance value 
substantiates the valuation of the Expert Witness testimony. 
The asset valuation was given by Mountain Health Care Office Manager, Paula Olson, who 
testified that the value of the contents ofthe building was insured for $387,400 on Exhibit 63, for the 
contents of the building. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 150, L 6-8). The Appellant erroneously 
argues that the Business assets would affect the business valuation. The business valuation was 
primarily the expert witness testimony of Stanley Moe, who was extremely credible and honest. The 
valuation itselfwas old, but Mr. Moe had updated eomparables to confirm his number. In addition, 
the insurance value validated his value. The record as a whole provides substantial and competent 
evidence as to the value of the Building. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 3-68.) The Trial Court 
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weighed the credibility of the witnesses and determined the valuation ofthe shares. The Trial Court 
did not rely solely upon an Insurance Policy as argued by Appellant. 
The burden of proving the value of the business and the debt is upon the Appellant. Simply 
because he failed to do so and the trial court judge believed that the most credible evidence was not 
Appellant's own expert, is not a basis for an appeal. The trial court made an accurate determination 
and the insurance value merely affirmed the testimony. This was not, as the Appellant alleges, the 
sole basis of valuation. 
Stock is valued at its market value. Simplot v. Simplot, 96 Idaho 239, 526 P.2d 426 (S.c. 
1974). The Respondent and Appellant presented expert testimony on the issue of the value of the 
stock. The Appellant's attempt to now apply discounts and minority interest reduction for the first 
time on Appeal is too late. The Appellant seeks to utilize a portion of the valuation of Ted Phelps, 
CPA and a portion of the valuation of Todd Carlson, CPA and then combine those with the valuation 
made by Thomas Godbold, the Real Property Appraiser, to arrive at a value for the stock. The trial 
court did not employ sllch a method. 
The Real Estate Appraiser for the Appellant was not employed to do an Appraisal for Court 
purposes and did not want to be a witness related to his Appraisal. (TRIAL TRANSCRlPT, Vol 1, p. 
73-74 L 6-25 and L 1-25). Thomas Godbold did not include certain improvements (parking lot, 
sidewalks, elevator), and he was not sure of the increase in value due to the improvements.( TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 81-86 L 1-25). His appraisal would NOT be based - - -or my appraisal 
would be based on what the Uniform Standards of Professional Practice dictate. In other words, did 
the appraiser follow the requirements of the Uniform Standards? (TRlAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 
87, L 9-14) Thomas Godbold, Appellant's Real Estate Appraiser, specifically testified that he was 
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not vcrifying Valuc, he was just utilizing the Uniform Standards, that is all. (TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, VOL. 1, p. 87-88, L 15-25; 1-12). Thomas Godbold admitted on cross-examination, 
that he had NOT done the work to evaluate. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol 1, p. 88, L 18-25). The 
Trial Transcript is replete with admission of noncompliance by Thomas Godbold, who conducted the 
evaluation for use by the partners only. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 67 -98). This Expert had 
relatively no credibility and was not supportive of his own real estate analysis. (TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, Vol. I, p. 67-98). 
Each party presented expert witness testimony. The trial court judge accepted and ruled in 
favor of the Appellant's Expert, Ml'. Carlson, on the issue of the value of the Business practice and 
the stock value with the correct building valuation (Stanley Moe's). The Appellant is now seeking to 
modify his own Expert's opinion and apply discounts which were not presented at the trial in this 
matter. 
The Court conducted a thorough analysis. See Trial Court's Oral Decision Hearing p. 55, 56 
and 57 providing substantial and competent findings related to the stock valuation. 
The Appellant seeks to modify the debt associated with the Corporation; both of the Experts 
utilized the same debt amount from their record review and the Office Manager testified to the debt 
amount. The Appellant cites no legal authority for the debt figure he uses upon Appeal; the record 
on debt is clear at the trial. Simply because their Expert allegedly had allegedly erroneous 
information is not the Court's fault nor does the Court have a duty to correct. The burden was upon 
the Appellant, he and his experts were the only ones in possession of said information. The Office 
Manager, Paula Olsen, Todd Carlson, CPA, Ted Phelps, CPA, all experts utilized the same debt 
amount after inspection of the Corporate Books. There is NO contradictory evidence. The debt is 
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correct as of the trial date and the Court relied on the debt amount to determine the valuation of the 
Stock. 
"He (Carlson) used the Corporate Records and delerrnined the lotalliabilities that were - - -
of the corporation of $2,439,739, which came up with a net value of $2, 795,147." NOTE their 
Expert established the debt. (Transcript Court's Oral Decision Hearing p. 52; L 10-18). 
The district court, in its appellate capacity examined the magistrate record and determined 
there was substantial and competent evidence to support the magistrate's finding of fact and 
magistrate's conclusions of law from those findings and should be affirmed. 
II. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING JUDGE WAYMAN AS 
TO THE VALUATION OF THE COMMERCIAL LOT IN PINEHURST AT $15,200.00. 
NUMBER 13 - 113 ownership in eommerciallot: 
The determination of value of community property is within the discretion of the trial court 
and will not be disturbed on appeal ifit is supported by substantial, competent, evidence. Stewart v. 
Stewart, 143 Idaho 673, 152 P.3d 544 (S.c. 2007); Chandler v. Chandler, 136 Idaho 246, 32 P.3d 
140 (S.c. 2001); I-looker v. Hooker, 95 Idaho 518, 511 P.2d 800 (S.c. 1972); Tilton v. Tilton, 85 
Idaho 245,378 P.2d 191 (S.C. 1963). 
An owner may provide an opinion of value as an exception to the general rule "that to qualifY 
a witness to testifjJ ... to Inarket value, a proper foundation must be laid sh()Yving the witness to have 
knowledge on the subject." The owner of propeliy is presumed to be familiar with its value, by 
reason of inquiries, comparisons, purchases and sales. The weight of such testimony rests with the 
judge and may be affected by disclosures on cross examination as to the basis for such knowledge. 
Batra v. Batra, 135 Idaho 388, 117 P.3d 889 (C.A. 2001). 
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The burden 0 f proof is upon the Appellant to prove value. He testified about the value and 
his submission by stipulation of the Property List. See Court's Exhibit 1 admitted by Stipulation. 
(TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 293, L 7-12). The Respondent was attempting to stipulate to a 
lot of the values for the items on the Property List in order to expedite the proceedings, while the 
Appellant, in his oppositional demeanor, would not accept said stipulation as to the value of the LOT 
and the award to him. As the Trial progressed it became apparent that the Appellant would request 
an asset if the Respondent wanted it, or give it to Respondent, if she wanted him to have the item. 
See Court's Exhibit 1. 
The Respondent simply testified that the LOT was owned with the Mother-in-Law and 
another couple and that the parties are one-third owners. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 1, p. 237, L 
2-18.) The property was valued at the tax assessed value and then divided by the one-third interest. 
(TRIAL TRANSCRIPT Vol. 1, p. 237, L 2-18). The Appellant's argument that no one testified to 
the value of 13, is not correct. The Respondent did testify and the Appellant did not testify as to the 
value, but be did state ifhe were awarded the lot for $10,000, he would be happy; however, when the 
Respondent tried to agree with him, he declined. The only evidence before the trial court was the 
testimony of Respondent, which the court relied on as uncontroverted. The Appellant refused his 
award of the property for $10,000, obviously not agreeing to that value. 
The Property List was also admitted into evidence, which presents the value of the Property 
owned by the parties. See Court's Exhibit 1- Property List. 
It is diJ1ieult to evaluate the trial testimony without the trial transcript being reviewed at 
(TRIAL TRANSCRIPT Vol. 2, p. 321, L 2-15). It is the burden of the Appellant to prove his value. 
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The Trial Court was correct in its finding the value and the award based upon the 
Respondent's testimony and Stipulated Court's Exhibit 1. 
An offer was made to Dr. Reed for $10,000, which was rejected by Dr. Reed. (TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 321, L 2-25). The Respondent was trying to expedite the trial proceedings 
by attempting to stipulate to several items of property, but the obstinate Dr. Reed, as he was game 
playing, refused. Specifically, 
A. And if! had to put a value on it, I would accept that piece of property at 10,000. I 
if the Court were to say, well, the value's $10,000 and we can award it to Reed, I would be pleased 
with that. To me that's what it's worth. 
Q. Okay. 
MISS GRAHAM: we'll stipulate to that, Judge. 
THE COURT: stipulate to what? 
MISS GRAHAM: $10,000 to Dr. Reed. We didn't know what the value was. 
A. (Dr. Reed) I did not if I can state Make a statement that the Court was awarding 
that to me L1h, we could, stipulate, I don't mind stipulating the value of $1 0,000. I hope we are not 
stipulating that I desire that piece of propeliy. 
MISS GRAHAM: Oh, Okay. Sounded like that, but I guess not. 
( TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 321, L 2-25). 
11 is concerning that the Appellant, within Appellant's Brief on Appeal, attempts to mislead 
this Court, by not citing the entire exchange of the trial transcript, which blatantly establishes no 
stipulation. 
There was no stipulation related to the value or the award; as such, the trial court judge 
weighing the credibility, reI ied on the tax assessment and the testimony of Respondent. Obviously, 
the evidence is clear that Dr. Reed testified to a lower value than the lot was worth, and he was not 
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willing to have the same awarded unto him. The Appellant, in his usual obstructionist manner, 
offered a stipulation and then retracted it when Respondent attempted to accept. See Attorney's Fee 
award. The Stipulation was not agreed, nor accepted and therefore not binding upon the Court or the 
P311ies. 
The trial court judge did not err in determining the value to be one-third of the tax-assessed 
value and relying upon the testimony ofthe Respondent. The Appellant was very difficult in that he 
did not prepare the Property List pursuant to the Court's Pretrial Order and refused to agree to any 
property awards, simply frustrating the legal process. The Appellant cannot now cry foul when he 
acted as a hindrance to any agreements in Court; he did so at his own peril. The record is clear that 
the district court judge's ruling upon the valuation of the lot was based upon substantial and 
competent evidence which supports the magistrate's findings of fact. The decision of the District 
Court should be affirmed. 
III. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING THE 
MAGISTRATE COURT'S CALCULATION OF RESPONDENT'S INCOME 
IN SETTING CHILD SUPPORT. 
A. The Respondent's Income: 
Child Support awards rest in the sound discretion of the trial court and will not be disturbed 
on appeal absent manifest abuse of discretion. Margairaz v. Siegel, 137 Idaho 556, 50 P.3d 1051 
(CA. 2002); Chandler v. Chandler, 136 Idaho 246, 32 P.3d 140 (S.C 2001); Pace v. Pace, 135 Idaho 
749,24 P.3d 66 (CA. 2001); Franks v. Franks, 119 Idaho 997,812 P.2d 304 CCA.1991); Ross v. 
Ross, 103 Idaho 406, 648 P.2d 1119 (S.C. 1982); Fullerv. Fuller, 101 Idaho 40, 607 P.2d 1314 
(S.C 1980); Bailey v. Bailey, 107 Idaho 324, 689 P.2d 216 (CA. 1984). 
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The Respondent testified that she voluntarily redueed her work hours. (TRIAL 
TR.J\NSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 293-294, L 24-25; Ll). That the Hospital where she worked 
aecommodated her schedule after she explained to them the concerns with my (her) children, which 
is in the letter. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 294, L 2-10). Respondent further explained that 
recently the hospital had changed the work hours of everyone in labor and delivery to where they had 
a whole new schedule. In addition, the three night shifts were not going to be in a row. And they 
had, also, varying - - sometimes that we were eoming in. And so, it would have been and it was for 
several weeks, for instance, a Tuesday, Friday, Saturday, a Wednesday, you know, one/on, two off, 
only two in a row maybe. And it was a four week rotating schedule as opposed to a two week 
rotating schedule. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 294, L 6-20). The hours that she was averaging 
per week were 24 hours per week. (TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 294, L 6-21-24) 
The Respondent reduced her work hours by twelve per week, having been working 36 
hours per week reduced to shift change and Dr. Reed addiction to 24 hours per week. The Judge 
imputed income unto her of $20,514.00 (TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 32. 
L 12-15.) Judge Wayman then imputed this into her income for a total income of $41,028.00. 
(TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 33, L 4-8). 
The logic employed by Appellant is not supported by the record as to the calculation. The 
Judge found that Respondent was not employed full-time but did not state that he was going to 
impute her full wage unto her. The record is clear that Dr. Reed was NOT acting in his children's 
best interest and the children's best interests are paramount to the Trial Court. Due to Dr. Reed's 
behavior it was necessary for Ms. Reed to eut her hours to provide competent care for their children 
(see p<\ychological evaluation Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 3-A). Appellant provides a theory of the 
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imputed income which is not found in the evidence on the record. The Judge imputed income as to 
the work hours and income that he perceived was in the children's best interest. The same was in the 
Court's discretion after weighing all of the evidence and should not be set aside. 
The Appellant is arguing the factual determinations of the trial court. If Respondent 
works 24 hours per week, she can arrange her schedule to provide the children stability and 
continuity by arranging to work on the days that Appellant has custodial time. This schedule was 
mainly due to the Appellant's rigid and inflexible attitude wherein he had "his time" and "Mom's 
time;" the Appellant was incapable of co-parenting or doing what was in the children's best interest 
necessitating Respondent's (Mom's) work schedule change. A specific example ofthe Appellant's 
behavior was the Basketball Game wherein he insisted that the Respondent leave as it was "his time" 
and, if she didn't leave, "his" son would not be allowed to play in the Basketball Game. (TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, Vol. 2, p. 395-396, L 1-25). 
The Appellant's conduct is what necessitated the change in Respondent's work schedule 
along with the need for one stable parent on behalf ofthe Children. The schedule she is working was 
litigated at trial and the Respondent was honest that she reduced her work hours, so that she would 
be home and available to the Children, as they were suffering. The Court made credibility 
determinations and weighed the best interest of the children. The Court determined that Respondent 
was underemployed and reasoned what income he would assign unto her. 
The Appellate Court will not make credibility determinations or replace the trial court's 
factual findings by reweighing the evidence. The evidence will be viewed in favor of the 
Magistrate's judgment and the Appellate Court will uphold the Magistrate's findings even if there is 
contlicting evidence. Danti v. Danti, 146 Idaho 929, 204 P.3d 1140 (S.c. 2009). 
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Additionally, the Respondent testified that she was not able to work full-time, as Appellant's 
Counsel argues; the most that the hospital shall allow is 36 hours per week and that is after 
establishment of seniority. The Court imputed ineome due to the redueed hours on a volunteer basis 
and arrived at a figure of $41 ,028.00 per annum. This is within the sound diseretion of the Trial 
Judge. 
The Court speeifically recognized that «the present and potential earnings capability of each, 
Dr. Reed. has demonstrated an average earning capability 0/$150,000 a year, that does not seem 
100 ---likely to corne down." (Trial Court's Transcript Oral Decision Hearing, p. 60; L. 6-12.) 
"Mrs. Reed can make $30 an hour as a nurse and her --- in Ihefuture and }vhen her children 
are a little more independent she'll have the ability 10 go back and possibly make $60 to $70,000 a 
year as afull-lime nurse." (Trial Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 60; L 9-12.). 
The District Court Judge held, that the Magistrate Judge arrived at the income figure he felt 
was appropriate, even though his assumptions may have been in err. There is substantial and 
competent evidence to support the income attributed to the Respondent at $41,028.00 per year. The 
District Court should be affirmed. 
IV. DID THE DISTRICT COURT JUDGE ERR IN AFFIRMING THE 
MAGISTRATE JUDGE'S DETERMINATION OF RESPONDENT'S 
ATTORNEY FEES AWARD. 
The decision of whether to award attorney's fees pursuant to I.C. Section 32-704 is 
discretionary. Antill v. Antill, 127 Idaho 954, 908 P.2d 1261 (C.A. 1996); McAfeev. McAfee, 132 
Idaho 281, 971 P.2d 734 (C.A. 1999). 
The Respondent was awarded attorney's fees pursuant to IC 32-704(3). The decision to 
award attorney's tees pursuant to said section is discretionary. The financial resources of the parties 
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must be considered, then the factors under I.C. 32-705 must be applied. An award offees under 
I.e. 32-704(3) may be made during the pendency of the action and does not depend upon who 
prevails. A trial judge's consideration under I.C. 32-705 is not limited to only the factors stated in 
I.e. 32-705. Antill v. Antill, 127 Idaho 954, 908 P.2d 1261 (e.A.1996). 
The Respondent's reliance upon IRCP 54 is correct; even though the trial court judge did not 
make a ruling on that legal basis, it does upon closer inspection appear that a cost bill and ability to 
object were conditions precedent to an Attorney Fee award. The trial court judge reconsidered and 
rescinded the Attorney's Fee award and directed that the cost bill be provided. The Appellant was 
given the opportunity to object, which he did. Upon the objection being filed, the trial court judge 
denied the objection and reinstated the attorney's fee award of$1 0,000. This was a mere "drop in the 
bucket" as far as attorney's fees are concerned due to Appellant's defiant and obstructionist conduct 
during the Trial. 
Appellant's counsel appears to attempt to pigeon hole the argument into another section for 
authority for the attorney's fees award. The Respondent does not have the luxury of choosing the 
Code section of the award which was based upon the disparity in the income of the parties, litigation 
costs and assumedly the complete waste oftime caused by Appellant at Trial including his failure to 
even comply with the Court's order to provide a Property List. 
A. Authority for award of Attorney Fees: 
(l) Written agreement between the parties; 
(2) I.e. 12-]21 in conjunction with Rule 54 (e) (1), IRCP, Rohr v. Rohr, 128 Idaho 
137, (S.C. 1996); 
(3) I.e. Section 32-704(3) in conjunction with I.e. 32-705; 
(4) Division/unequal division of the estate I.C. 32-712; 
(5) Pursuant to I.C. 7-610 For Contempt; 
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(6) Pursuant to I.c. 32-718 for vexatious or harassing modification proceedings; 
(7) Discovery sanctions IRCP 37; 
(8) UCCJEA, IC 32-11-208 and 32-11-312. 
The trial court must cite the basis for an award of Attorney's Fees. Because in Idaho the 
parties are required to pay their own attorney's fees absent statutory authorization of contractual 
right, the magistrate must identify the statute or contractual provision upon which the magistrate is 
basing an award of attorney's fees in a divorce action after considering the factors set forth in I.C. 
32-705. Smith v. Smith, 124 Idaho 431,860 P.2d 634 (S.c. 1993). 
The reasonableness of an attorney fee award is based on the trial court's consideration of the 
factors in this rule. (IRCP 54 (e)(l )). The court need not specifically address all of the factors 
contained in the rule in writing, so long as the record clearly indicates that the court considered them 
all. Thomas v. Thomas, 249 P.3d 829 (S.c. 2011); Jones v. Starnes, 245 P. 3rd 1099 (S.c. 2011); 
Kelley v. Yadon, 247 P. 3rd 199 (S.c. 2011); Garner v. Povey, 259 P. 3d 608 (S.c. 2011). The 
record is very clear as to the Factors considered by the Court. (Trial Court's Oral Decision Hearing, 
p. 71 L. 1-25; p 72; p.73; p.74). 
The basis for the award of attorney's fees as announced by Judge Wayman was disparity of 
income; I.e. 32-704 and 32-705. The Appellant's reliance upon the old case law in Jensen v. 
Jensen, 128 Idaho 600, 917 P.2d 757 which is a 1996 case, is wrong, the Jensen case having been 
clarified by Stephens v. Stephens, 138 Idaho 195,61 P.3d 163 (C.A. 2002). 
Specifically, in Stephens v. Stephens, 138 Idaho 195 (C.A. 2002), the COUli attempted to 
clarify the issues in Jensen v. Jensen, 128 Idaho 500 at 606 (1996) and Perez v. Perez, 134 Idaho 
555,6 P.3d 411 (C.A. 2000), and held that a disparity in income ofthe parties is generally sufficient 
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to justify an award of attorney's fees under I.e. Section 32-704(3). The Appellant's reliance upon 
old law is misplaced and should not be considered. 
The Court stated the grounds, the basis and the award is appropriate. (Trial Court's Oral 
Decision Hearing, p. 71 L. 1-25; p 72; p.73; p.74, in very specific detail and analysis providing the 
basis therefore.) 
B. Credit for Award of Debt: 
If the award of attorney's fees is based upon need and I.C. 32-704(3) and the disparity of income, 
then why would the trial court include the same into the Schedule of Debts? The award should be 
outside the equalization process, or it defeats the purpose ofthe award which is to offset the income 
disparity between the parties. 
Generally, attorney's fees incurred in a divorce action are separate debts of the parties. Smith 
v. Smith, 124 Idaho 431 ,442,860 P.2d 634 (S.C. 1993), and are thereby not included into the final 
accounting. 
Idaho has notice pleadings. Attorney's fees were requested by the Respondent which 
provided the Appellant notice of her request. The Appellant argues that Respondent was remiss in 
not timely filing her cost bill pursuant to IRCP 54; however, the award was a 11at fee award under 
I.e. 32-704(3). Only upon the Appellant bringing a motion to reconsider (staying the time) did the 
Respondent become aware of the Judge's ruling in this regard. The resultant rescission of the 
Attorney Fee award and directive to file a cost bill, wherein the Appellant objected, was the first that 
Respondent was directed to file a cost bill under lRCP 54 and to which the Respondent complied. 
The District Court affirmed the Magistrate based upon the fact that the statute (I.e. 32-704) is 
designed to insure that both parties in a divorce case, where one party may have control over more 
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income to prepare for litigation, have a fair opportunity to prepare and present their case to the court. 
This is a fair representation of just one issue presented to the Magistrate whom personally observed 
the frustration of the trial by Appellant. The District Court should be affirmed. 
V. DID THE MAGISTRATE JUDGE ERR IN ORDERING THE TWO 
CORPORATIONS TO ISSUE STOCK AND DELIVER THE SAME TO THE 
SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF. 
I.R.C.P. 69 DOES NOT BAR A WRIT OF EXECUTION FROM BEING ISSUED ON THE 
JUDGMENTS IN THIS CASE. 
The Appellant contends that a writ of execution cannot issue on the judgments rendered in 
this case because they are not final judgments as contemplated under Rule S4(b). In doing so, the 
Appellant would apparently like to rewrite Idaho law regarding enforcement of judgments. 
Rule 69 provides in pertinent part that: 
Process to enforce an appealable final judgment or partial judgment certified 
as final under Rule S4(b) for the payment of money, or a court order, for the 
payment of money shall be a writ of execution .... But, no writ of execution 
may issue 011 a partia/judgment which is not certified as final under Rule 
S4(b ). 
Emphasis added. 
Rule 69 would prohibit a writ of execution from issuing on a partial judgment rendered by 
this Court-meaning a judgment which had been rendered by this Court which did not dispose of all 
of the claims and counterclaims pending adjudication in the case. Rule 69 does not prohibit a writ 
of execution from being issued from a judgment which is the result of an adjudication of all the 
claims pending in the case-but simply does not contain a Rule S4(b) certificate. The purpose of 
Rule 69 is to prevent a writ of execution from being issued on a partial judgment when there are 
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pending claims which have not been fully adjudicated which might ultimately constitute an ofTset to 
the total amount due and owing. 
If you read the case relied upon by the Appellant, CIT Financial Servo V. Herb's Indoor RV 
='-'-'-".'-l 1 08 Idaho 820, 702 P.2d 858 (Ct. App. 1985), that is exactly the issue that Court was 
addressing. In the CIT Financial Servo case, the Plaintiff obtained a partial summary judgment and 
proceeded to obtain a writ of execution. Despite the fact that there were pending counterclaims 
which had not been adjudicated, the District Court certified the partial judgment as final under 
LR.C.P. 54(b) and allowed for the writ of execution to be issued. Ultimately the Appellate Court 
reversed the decision by the District Court and in a footnote in the opinion stated, in pertinent part: 
This case seems particularly unsuitable for a 54(b) certificate on partial summary 
judgment because of the nature of the counterclaim by Herb's RV, which would be an 
offset of any claim by CIT on the guaranty. ("If any parties to an action are entitled 
to judgment against each other such as on a claim and counterclaim, or upon cross-
clai ms, such judgment shall be offset against each other and a single judgment for the 
difference between the entitlements shall be entered in favor of the party entitled to 
the larger judgment.") 
The Appellate Court found that a Rule 54(b) certificate was not warranted for the partial summary 
judgment and that a writ of execution should not have been issued on that same basis. 
However, the judgment this Court is addressing is not a "partial judgment" as referenced in 
cither LR.C.P. 69 or in the CIT Fin. Servo case cited by the Appellant. While technically speaking a 
Rule 54 certificate has not been issued on either of these judgments, thesc judgments were entered 
by this Court following a trial on the merits of all claims, counterclaims, and defenses raised in the 
matter. The judgments at issue are simply not partial judgments which execution would be 
premature and barred by LR.C.P. 69. 
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1. THE ~10NETARY JUDGMENTS RENDERED BY THIS COURT WERE NOT 
SUPERSEDED BY THE JUNE 2011 AMENDED FINAL DIVORCE DECREE. 
In Section VI of the Appellant's brief, the Appellant claims that the Judgments at issue were 
somehow rendered unenforceable by an Amended Final Decree of Divorce entered by this Court in 
June 20,2011. 
In this case, there have been exactly two monetary judgments entered in favor of the Plaintiff 
as against the Defendant. The first judgment consisted of the February 24, 2011 Judgment for 
Equalization of Property Settlement in the sum of$198,642.00(hereinafter referred to as "February 
24, 2011 Judgment"). The other judgment consisted of the Judgment for Attorney Fees in the 
amount of$10,000.00 which was entered by this Court on February 24,2011. 
As the Court will note, there has been no further judgment or order by this Court which 
either suspended or otherwise nullified the February 24, 2011 judgment entered by this Court. 
Instead, there was si mply an order entered by this Court on April 2, 20 12 (and long after the original 
writ of execution was issued) which essentially amended the February 24,2011 Judgment to renect 
a Judgment in the sum of$196,642.00, rather than $198,642.00, due to an apparent miscalculation. 
The Appellant claims, without support, that this February 24, 2011 Judgment was somehow 
"merged" into the Amended Final Decree of Divorce and rendered unenforceable due to language 
contained on page 11, paragraph XVII ofthe Amended Final Decree which states: "The Defendant 
is ordered to pay the Plaintifl$J98,642.00 as an equa/izingjudgmenl and that if the Defendant 
failed /0 make the payment, the Court would sign a civil judgment upon presentment. /I 
It is an undisputed fact at this juncture that the Appellant did not make the payment as 
referenced in the Amended Final Decree of Divorce. However, noticeably absent from the language 
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of the Amended Final Decree is any reference that the Respondent was required to submit a 
proposed judgment or that this Amended Decree somehow provided relief from the February 24, 
2011 Judgment. Simply put, it was unnecessary for the Respondent to submit another judgment to 
the Court due to the fact this Court had already effectively entered such ajudgment in February 24, 
2011. The Appellant's elaim that this later Amended Decree merged and nullified the February 24, 
2011 Judgment and therefore invalidated the issuance of a writ of execution from the February 24, 
2011 Judgment is without merit. 
2. PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE SECTION 8-506C AND IDAHO CODE 28-8-
102, IT WAS PROPER FOR THE COURT TO ENTER AN ORDER 
REQUIRING THE ISSUANCE AND DELIVERANCE OF STOCK TO THE 
SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF 
A. IDAHO CODE SECTION 8-506C GIVES THE COURT AUTHORITY TO 
ORDER ISSUANCE AND DELIVERY OF STOCK TO THE SHOSHONE 
COUNTY SHERIFF 
A Judgment for Equalization of Property Settlement was entered in this matter in favor of 
Plaintiff and against Defendant on February 24, 2011 in the amount of $198,642.00. Further, a 
Judgment for Attorney's fees was entered in this matter in favor of Plaintiff~ and against Defendant, 
on February 24, 2011 in the amount of $10,000.00. The Appellant has made no efforts to try and 
make any form of payments to satisfy these judgments. 
Ultimately a Writ of Execution (hereinafter refened to as "Writ") was issued by this Court on 
July 12,20 11, commanding the Sheriff to satisfy the debt owed out of the personal property of the 
Appellant. Thereafter, on July 12, 2011, the Sheriff of Shoshone County served upon Garnishee 
Defendants Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Mountain Health Services, P.c. the Writ and a Notice of 
Garnishment/Notice of Attachment and Levy upon Stock. The Writ and Notice of Attachment were 
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served upon Terry Spohr-Secretary of Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Treasurer for Mountain 
Health Service, P.c. The Notice of Attachment & Levy specifically advised these Garnishee 
Defendants that: 
[A ]ny interest which Scott Avery Reed may have in stock, shares of stock, stock 
certificates, security certificates, uncertified securities, security entitlements or other 
interest in stock or shares or any other instrument pertaining to Scott Avery Reed's 
ownership interest in [Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Mountain Health Services, 
P.C.] belonging to the defendant named in the attached copy of the Writ of Execution 
is attached and levied upon pursuant to the Writ of Execution. 
Thereafter, Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Mountain Health Services, P.c. provided 
answers to the garnishment and also provided interrogatory responses. Mountain Health Care, Inc. 
acknowledged that the Appellant had an ownership interest in 700 shares of stock of the company-
but did not turn over said interest to the Sheriff of Shoshone County apparently since "physical 
shares had not been issued." Mountain Health Services, P.C. also acknowledged that the Appellant 
had an ownership interest in shares of stock of the company-but likewise did not turn over said 
interest to the Sheriff of Shoshone County due to the fact that "physical shares were not issued." 
The Garnishee Defendants failed to properly turn over property in which the Appellant had 
an ownership interest and the Respondent was required to seek redress from the Court for an order 
requiring these Garnishee Defendants to issue said stock and turn it over to the Sheriff of Shoshone 
County so that said stock could be liquidated to satisfy the Judgments which had been entered 
against the Appellant. 
The rules governing the attachment and execution of a writ upon the Appellant's interest in a 
corporation are found through various sections of the Idaho Code. First, Idaho Code § 8-506 
provides: 
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Execution of Writ. The Sheriff to whom the writ is directed and delivered 
must execute the same without delay, and if the undertaking mentioned in Section 8-
S06C Idaho Code, be not given, as follows: 
Stock or share, or interest in stock or shares, of any corporation or company 
must be attached by leaving with the president or other head of the same, or 
the secretary, cashier or other managing agent thereof~ a copy of the writ and 
a notice stating that the stock or interest of the defendant is attached, in 
pursuance of such writ; provided that securities as defined in section 28-8-
102, Idaho Code, must be attached as provided in section 28-8-112 Idaho 
Code. 
In this case, the Respondent has properly served and levied upon Scott Avery Reed's stock 
interest in the Garnishee Defendants based upon the fact that the Sheriff served the Writ and Notice 
of Levy upon Terry Spohr-the designated Secretary of Garnishee Defendant Mountain Health Care, 
Inc and Treasurer for Mountain Health Services, P.c. 
Thereafter, the Garnishee Defendants filed an answer admitting to the fact that Defendant 
Scott A very Reed possessed an ownership interest in shares of the Garnishee Defendants and that 
said interest was "on the company books." However, said Garnishee Defendants did not turn over to 
the Sheri ff any said interest to the Sheriff so that the Appellant's interest could be executed upon 
and sold to satisfy the underlying judgments. Instead, the Garnishee Defendants ind icated in their 
answer that physical shares were not issued to the Appellant and that presumably was the reason 
Appellant's interest in the stock was not turned over by the Garnishee Defendants in response to the 
Writ and Notice of Levy. 
However, in circumstances when a Garnishee Defendant admits that it has property of the 
Defendant but fails to turn said interest over to the Sheriff, the Plaintiff may then ask the Court for 
affirmative relief against the Garnishee Defendant. For example, Idaho Code § 8-S16 provides: 
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.Judgment against Garnishee--If the garnishee admits in his answer that he is 
indebted to the defendant, or has money or property of the defendant in his hands, or 
under his control, and fails or refuses to turn the same over to the officer as in section 
8-510 (Idaho Code) is provided, the plaintiff may move the court out of which the 
writ issued, 011 or before the return day thereof: for judgment against the garnishee 
for the amount of such admitted debt, orfor the delivery to the officer of the money 
or property of the defendant in his Itands, to an amount sufficient to satisfy the 
plaintiff's claim; serving the garnishee with due notice of said motion; and at the 
hearing thereof the court shall render such judgment as shall be conformable to law 
and the facts shown to exist. (emphasis added) 
Respondent submits that based upon the Idaho Code § 8-516, the Court had the authority to 
order Garnishee Defendants Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Mountain Health Services, P.c. to issue 
and deliver to the Sheriff of Shoshone County sufficient shares of stock in which Appellant had an 
ownership interest which would satisfy the outstanding judgments due and owing. 
B. IDAHO CODE §28-8-112(5) GIVES THE COURT AUTHORITY TO ORDER 
ISSUANCE AND DELIVERY OF STOCK TO THE SHOSHONE COUNTY 
SHERIFF 
An asset such as an ownership interest in stock can easily be transferred, hidden and 
concealed or maintained in a nonphysical form (i.e. nonissued as in the present case) which may 
hamper and impair creditor's attempts to enforce a judgment against such a valuable asset. Again, 
due to this particular problem, Idaho Code § 28-8-112(5) was enacted to specifically provide a wide 
latitude ofrelieffor a creditor whereby a Court may fashion an affirmative remedy which will result 
in a Debtor's interest in shares of stock to be obtained and liquidated to satisfy an unpaid judgment. 
Specifically, Idaho Code § 28-8-112(5) provides that: 
[aJ creditor whose debtor is the owner of a certificated security, 
uncertificated security or security entitlement is entitled to aid from a 
court of competent jurisdiction, by injunction or otherwise, in 
reaching the certificated security, uncertificated security, or security 
entitlement or in satisfying the claim by means allowed at law or in 
equity in regard to property that cannot readily be reached by other 
legal process. 
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In this case, it was clear to the trial court that the Appellant maintained a valuable ownership 
interest in stock with both Garnishee Defendants. At the hearing, the trial court also recognized 
through the information contained in Garnishee Defendant Mountain Services, P.C.'s answer, that 
Appellant had in the past begun liquidating his shareholder interest. Accordingly, the trial court 
clearly felt that good cause existed for an entry of an order whereby these Garnishee Defendants be 
required to issue said stock and turn it over to the Sheriff of Shoshone County so that said stock 
could be liquidated to satisfy the Judgments which have been entered against Appellant. From the 
broad language included by Idaho Code §28-8-] 12(5), clearly, the Court had the authority to enter 
such an order. 
VI. THAT THE RESPONDENT SHOULD BE A\VARDED HER ATTORNEY'S 
FEES AND COST ON APPEAL PURSUANT TO IAR 41 AND I.e. 12-121 AS 
PREVAILING PARTY. 
The Respondent should be awarded her attorney's fees and costs under Idaho Code 12-121 
and JAR 41 as the prevailing party to this frivolous Appeal. An award of attorney's fees and costs is 
appropriate when the court is left with the abiding belief that the appeal has been brought or 
defended frivolously, unreasonably, or without foundation. Rendon v. Paskett, ] 26 Idaho 944, 945, 
894 P.2d 775, 776 (C.A. 1995). 
In this case, the Appellant was an obstructionist in trial failing to follow the simplest of 
directives which was to fill out the property list; he in turn wrote the opposite of what the 
Respondent wrote. He argued with the Court about a stipulation and then brought this action for 
enforcement of the stipulation, there was not one based upon his conduct. 
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Appellant continues to believe that he was slighted by the judicial determination; however, 
he failed to sign the documents so an JRCP 70 motion had to be filed. Now he claims that was in 
error. Appellant failed to provide any sums due on the equalization payment. Now that the stocks 
were levied against, he cries that it was done incorrectly. 
The Court imputes income to the Respondent but Appellant thinks that it should be more so 
he appeals that without legal basis or foundation. The entire appellate process has been for the sole 
purpose to be vexatious and harassing to the Respondent and to further punish her for having the 
nerve to divorce him. The Respondent should not be forced to use her settlement to continue to 
fight against this appeal which is clearly frivolous and unreasonable. The Appellant should be 
ordered to pay all costs and attorney's fees on appeal to deter others in a similarly situated position 
from filing a frivolous appeal in an effort to "drag out" the divorce and punish the ex-wife. 
CONCLUSION 
Respondent prays for an Order wherein this Court concludes that the District Court 
did not err by affirming the Magistrate's findings that: 
1. The valuation and award of shares in the stock of Mountain Health Care, 
Inc. were correct; 
2. The valuation of the Commercial Lot in Pinehurst ( $15,200) was based 
upon substantial and competent evidence (stipulation of the parties as to 
value); 
3. Respondent's income was correctly imputed for purposes of setting child 
support; 
4. The partial award of attorney's fees and costs was appropriate; 
5. The affirmation of the District Court as to the Two Corporations' issuance 
of stock and transfer to the Shoshone County Sheriff was necessary and reasonable; 
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6. That the Respondent is entitled to her attorney's fees and costs on appeal 
based upon its frivolous and unreasonable nature wherein Appellant is simply 
asking this Court to second guess the Magistrate and District Court rulings. 
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